Parliament and the "Judiciary
it can hardly be said to offer reassurance by the care with
which it examines the issue. After the notorious Fascist
meeting at Olympia in 1934, where many people suffered
from the brutality of its promoters, complaints were made
that the police did not interfere. The Home Secretary
explained that "the law provides that unless the pro-
moters of a meeting ask the police to be present in the
actual meeting they cannot go in unless they have reason
to believe that an actual breach of the peace is being
committed/'1 The defence of the police action is striking,
for the violence at Olympia seems to have been known to
everyone save the police who were on duty outside, and
saw  the  constant  procession  of the  wounded  being
brought out from the building. Three months later, a
meeting was held in South Wales to protest against the
Incitement to Disaffection Bill. Despite the protests of
the chairman, the police insisted on entering the meeting,
and resisted removal. The police sergeant was summoned
for assault, of which, if the Home Secretary was right, he
was plainly guilty. The magistrates dismissed the sum-
mons on the ground that the police were entitled to enter
any meeting if they had reason to believe that, in their
absence, there might be either seditious utterance or a
breach of the peace. On appeal to tjie High Court, the
Lord Chief Justice upheld the decision of the magi$-
trates.* A principle of law, this is to say, that was un-
known to the Home Secretary's legal advisers in June
1934, is enunciated without doubt by the High Court in
August of the same year. It is impossible not to note that
the speakers at the first meeting were Fascists; while the
chairman and chief speaker at the South Wales meeting
were Communists, Thomas v, Sawkins may be, as one
1 Thompson, op. cit.t Letter of June 14, 1934,
* Thomas v. $awtins> £1935] * K.B. 249.
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